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A4 Project/Task Organization 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Remedial Project Manager (RPM) Sairam 

Appaji:  The RPM, EPA Region 6 is responsible for ensuring that tasks and other requirements 

in the inter-agency agreement are executed in a timely manner and in accordance with the quality 

assurance/quality control requirements in the system as defined by the work plan, inter-agency 

agreement, and in the quality assurance project plan (QAPP); and for coordinating necessary 

conference calls, meetings, and related project activities with the U.S Geological Survey Water 

Mission (USGS) and other interested parties.   

 

Water Science Center Director-Bob Joseph: The director is responsible for ensuring the 

actions and products of his or her staff produce the desired results such as quality, timeliness, 

cost effectiveness, and relevance to meeting cooperator needs. 

    

Project Manager (PM) - Kent Becher:  The PM provides leadership to the field team with 

responsibility for assuring that the project stays focused on the cooperator’s needs and 

expectations and that all work is integrated and done in accordance with the approved work plan.  

The PM assures that the cooperator’s interests are properly represented within USGS and serves 

as the primary point of contact between EPA and the USGS.  Specifically, the PM keeps the 

USGS management apprised of the cooperator’s expectations and the status of the project’s 

progress, assists in early identification and resolution of problems, and identifies where 

additional resources and effort are required to meet the USGS commitments established in the 

project work plan.  The PM has specific project responsibility for ensuring all required quality 

control (QC) requirements are implemented and that the resulting products are technically sound.   

 

USGS Project Chief (PC) – Phil Harte: The PC will be responsible for making sure the work 

outlined in this work plan is conducted.  The PC is the technical lead for this project and will 

advise the PM and staff in regards to recommended technical procedures. The PC will make sure 

that all of supplies and equipment are onsite and ready for use for groundwater sampling.  The 

PC will keep the PM informed on progress and any problems that may occur.   

 

USGS Quality Assurance Officer(QAO) – Mike Canova - The QAO is responsible for the 

following: Serving as the focal point for quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) oversight of 

internal reviews, reviewing internal audit reports and providing comments and recommendations, 

ensuring the QA for this work plan  is implemented and followed, objectively evaluating data 

and performing assessments for selected projects, notifiying internal management of QAPP 

deficiencies and monitoring, acts as QA liaison to EPA, provides QAPP corrective actions, deals 

with QAPP non-conformance issues that arise, provides the final review and sign off on all 

QAPPs, assists in the development of QAPPs, reviews QAPP compliance reports and maintains 

master QAPP file (QAPPs, deficiency reports, non-conformance reports, etc.).  

 

USGS National Water Quality Laboratory Contracting Officer Coordinator- Gary 

Cottrell- The contract officer coordinator is responsible for the technical monitoring of the RTI 

Laboratories. This includes RTI Laboratories performance and data deliveries, and provides 

liaison and coordination between the USGS project managers using RTI Laboratories. 
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USGS- Borehole Geophysics lead (BG) - Jon Thomas: The BG will make sure all borehole 

geophysical equipment is in operational order and oversee the borehole geophysics data 

collection. The BG will keep the PM/PC informed about the progress of borehole geophysics 

work. The BG will provide insight to the PM/PC of the borehole log results. 

 

USGS field staff: USGS field staff will follow the direction of the PC.  The field staff will have 

experience in the collection of groundwater samples and will follow USGS documented 

procedures. 

 
Figure A1.1- Project organization chart for split sample data collection at Homestake Mining Company, Superfund Site, 

near Milan, New Mexico.  
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tailing pile (LTP) was constructed starting in the early 1960’s. The LTP contained no liner, and 

processed materials, including waste water as a transporting device, were deposited onto the 

LTP. Waste water infiltrated into a surficial alluvium aquifer from both the LTP and a small 

tailings pile (STP) (EPA, 2011). Beginning in 1977 until the present, various levels of remedial 

activities have been initiated to contain the spread of a U plume emanating from the site and 

associated with proximal processing activities. These activities included flushing of the tailings 

from 2000 to 2015. Other contaminants of concern (COCs) include thorium-230, radium-226, 

radium-228, selenium (Se), molybdenum, sulfate, and total dissolved solids. Private wells in the 

subdivisions south of the Site have shown elevated levels of COCs.  All residences have been 

hooked up to a safe water source from the Village of Milan.  

The Site is underlain by alluvium with a saturated thickness that thins from west (50 feet 

(ft) to east (20 ft) (Hydro-Engineering, LLC., 2001); the bulk transmissivity of the alluvium also 

varies from west (10,000 gallons per day per foot (gal/dy/ft)) to east (1,000 gal/dy/ft). 

Underlying the alluvium are sandstone, limestone, and siltstone that are rock layers of the Chinle 

and lowermost San Andres Formations. The Chinle Formation comprises three aquifers (upper, 

middle, and lower) separated by shale. The San Andres Formation is considered one aquifer. 

Some or all of the four underlying rock aquifers (the three Chinle aquifers in particular) subcrop 

in various locations in the San Mateo Creek basin. The dip of the Chinle and San Andres aquifers 

is approximately to the north, which is counter to flow in the alluvium. Groundwater contained 

in the alluvium recharges the Chinle aquifers at subcrop locations. The rate of recharge from the 

alluvium to the Chinle is dependent on changes in saturated thickness of the alluvium as waters 

from up gradient mining legacy locations in the San Mateo basin were transported downgradient. 

The lower rock aquifers are also intersected by faults that trend northeast-southwest. The East 

fault bounds the eastern side of the LTP and the west fault bounds the western side of the LTP. 

The underlying rock aquifers are uplifted to the west of the west fault.  

Site background levels for COCs were established for the alluvium and the three separate 

Chinle aquifers for U, Se, Mo, Cl, NO3, sulfate, and total dissolved solids (TDS) using site 

specific data. Cleanup levels for the Site were based on background levels and approved by 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and concurred by EPA and New Mexico Environment 

Department (NMED). For the alluvium, cleanup levels are based on concentrations of COCs in 

the alluvial groundwater interpreted as up gradient of the Site (north of the LTP); specifically 

from nine wells up gradient (north) of the LTP. Wells further up gradient of the LTP are 

hypothesized to be affected by regional mining/milling contamination from the upper San Mateo 

basin as shown by increases in contaminants associated with milling wastes (Homestake Mining 

Co., 2015). The lower San Mateo basin, in which the Site is located, is situated downgradient 

(south) from mining and milling activities in the upper San Mateo basin. Closer to the Site, wells 

located north (generally considered up gradient) of the Site could be affected by local mounding 

and radial outflow of groundwater affected by tailing wastewater. Several of the proximal wells 

show a wide range of U concentrations from 0.02 to 0.23 mg/L based on 1995-2004 data as 

reported in the Homestake Mining Co., (2015) report. Values above 0.1 mg/L (order of 

magnitude greater) appear to be larger compared to historical data. Historical regional data for 

the Grants Mineral Belt area show average background concentrations of approximately 0.023 

mg/L (Kaufman et al., 1976).  

Due to recharge of groundwater from the alluvium to the Chinle aquifers in subcrop 

areas, a similar standard is being applied to parts of the Chinle aquifers that are deemed as being 

influenced by alluvium waters. The areas of the Chinle aquifers in which the chemical 
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composition of water has been altered by inflow of alluvium water are called the mixing zone. 

The Chinle waters are differentiated between mixing and non-mixing based on a calcium   

concentration of 30 mg/L (> mixing zone). 

The site cleanup levels for COC do not meet federal drinking water standards for U 

(maximum contaminant level (MCL) 0.03 milligrams per liter (mg/L)) partly based on pervasive 

mining activities in the upper basins and the potential for regional contamination to impact local 

water quality. The site cleanup level for U is 0.16 mg/L for the alluvial aquifer which is based on 

concentrations in groundwater located proximal to the Site. Examination of U concentrations 

north of the LTP from previously published reports on the Site  (see Fig. 6.1., Hydro-

Engineering LLC, 2001)  indicates that  low concentrations of U ( < 0.16 mg/L) occurred 

immediately north  of the LTP but higher concentrations of U (> 0.16 mg/L) occurred further 

north.  

The analysis of Site historical COC data, which span from 1975 to present, provides one 

line of evidence on the impact of regional milling activities on water quality. In particular, 

increases in U and Se concentrations have been measured in far up gradient wells during the 

monitoring period that can be interpreted as resulting from transport of up gradient, regional 

waters affected by mines (Homestake Mining Co., 2015). Because transport and arrival of COCs 

from the LTP could have occurred prior to 1975, it is more difficult to identify local impact from 

the LTP waste water using this technique because monitoring began 15 to 20 years after 

operation started at the Site.  A number of studies have used chemical fingerprinting as a means 

to associate chemical signatures in the water with one or more U sources (Basu et al., 2015; 

Christensen et al., 2004; Zielinski et al., 1997; Yabusaki et al., 2007).Uranium isotopes of U-234 

and U-238 have been used to identify anthropogenic effects from milling processes and can be 

used to differentiate natural and anthropogenic sources of U. Differences in milling processes 

between regional and local operations can impart differences in the geochemical and isotopic 

characteristics of water, which can be used to determine if waters are affected by milling wastes. 

Time of travel constraints from local and distal sources of water and water age can provide 

additional lines of evidence on whether groundwater has been exposed to milling activities, types 

of geologic formations, and other hydrogeologic conditions.  In summary, incorporation of 

chemical fingerprinting as a diagnostic tool can aid in the evaluation, along with the arrival times 

of COC, of exposure avenues of groundwater in the lower San Mateo basin near the Site.     

U mobilization is controlled primarily by redox reactions in conjunction with carbonate 

and calcium concentrations, where the dominant ionic species is typically U+6. Knowledge of 

these reactions is important when identifying transport pathways of U and assessing the 

distribution of U as a COC. Milling processes in the basin potentially differ between the Site and 

mills outside the basin, which may provide other clues into exposure avenues of groundwater.  

The EPA and the USGS have a partnership through an interagency agreement. The USGS 

provides a USGS Technical Liaison (USGS-TL) who is assigned to the Superfund Division of 

EPA Region 6 in Dallas, Texas. EPA RPMs use the USGS-TL as a resource to help review 

documents, offer technical advice, attend site specific meetings, and to be a facilitator to find 

USGS personnel with specialized technical abilities to support EPA’s missions.  In some cases, 

an RPM may request the services of the USGS to collect data at a site. The RPM at EPA for 

Homestake previously has used the USGS personnel in support for reviewing documents, 

technical advice, and attendance of meetings, thus the USGS personnel are familiar with 

conditions at Homestake.  
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During 2015 and 2016, the EPA RPM requested several meetings with the USGS-TL and 

USGS staff to discuss potential data collection activities to help evaluate background U levels for 

the Site. The Site is potentially affected by local and regional (basin-wide) tailing operations that 

can affect U concentrations in groundwater. Further, the site hydrogeology consists of multiple 

formations with various in situ mineralogy and chemical compositions. A separate work pre-

proposal, dated June 2, 2016, was developed by USGS that outlines field collection activities and 

project objectives. A final full proposal was developed to encompass the entire project after the 

USGS reviewed the technical content of the scope of the work.  In cooperation with the EPA, the 

USGS will be providing technical support by collecting groundwater samples and borehole 

geophysical data at the Site. The data collected will be used by the EPA to identify 

anthropogenic and in situ U concentrations for the alluvial and Chinle formation. 

 The purpose of this Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) is to clearly describe EPA 

and USGS QA policy, management structure, and policies that will be used to implement the QA 

requirements necessary to document the reliability and validity of environmental data.  This 

QAPP will be reviewed by the EPA to ensure that data generated for the purposes described 

above are scientifically valid and legally defensible. 

A6 Project/Task Descriptions and Schedule 
Task 1: Quality Assurance Project Plan and Site Health and Safety Plan Preparation: A 

health and safety plan (HASP) has already been developed for this project and submitted to the 

EPA. The HASP has been provided as documentation of the requirements for hazardous material 

work by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). USGS and EPA staff 

conducted a field reconnaissance in May to determine well locations for data collection, so the 

HASP was used during the Site visit. The well reconnaissance trip included verifying field 

locations of wells using a handheld global positioning system (GPS) unit and inspecting the 

wells for field sampling suitability.  Table 1 lists the wells that were identified and are 

anticipated for use in this study. A USGS station identification will be established from the GPS 

coordinates so that data collected can be entered into the USGS National Water Information 

System (NWIS). This project QAPP is being developed to provide detailed steps in data 

collection, analysis and to quality control and assurance. 
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Table 1: Well name, depth, aquifer, casing, screen, and planned sampling for wells located 

at or near Homestake Mill Site, Milan, NM 
 

[bls, depth in feet below land surface; A, alluvium,; LC, lower Chinle; MC , middle Chinle, UC, upper Chinle, ft, feet; Bold well name, optional 
well for sampling, Y; yes, N; No] 

 

 

Name Depth 
(bls) 

Aquifer 
Casing 

diameter-
inches 

Screen 
(bls) 

Length 
of screen 

(ft) 

Sample 
Geophysical 

logging 
Flowmeter 

logging 
Passive 

sampling 

MV 105 A 4.5 75-105 30 Y Y N Y 

DD 78.5 A 4 40-80 40 Y Y Y Y 

DD2 94.3 A 5 50-90 40 Y Y Y Y 

ND 70 A 4 50-70 20 Y Y Y Y 

P3 95 A 5 55-95 40 Y N N N 

T11 193 A 5 113-193 80 Y Y Y Y 

CW50 170 UC 5 130-170 40 Y N N N 

CW2 355 MC 5 306-353 47 Y N N N 

CW15 134.6 MC 5 73-133 60 Y N N N 

820 230 MC 0 125-230 105 Y N N N 

CW28 370 MC 5 280-360 80 Y N N N 

CW1 325 MC 5 212-323 111 Y N N N 

CW18 230.7 UC 5 177-232 55 Y N N N 

n-17 70 A 2 60-70 10 Y Y N N 

Q 98.3 A 4 72-102 30 Y Y Y Y 

484 320 MC 5 220-300 80 Y N N N 

ACW 325 MC 6 265-325 60 Y N N N 

CW45 193 MC 5 163-193 30 Y N N N 

CE7 120 UC 6 100-140 40 Y N N N 

CW26 300 LC 5 245-285 40 Y N N N 

CW37 150.1 LC 5 100-150 50 Y N N N 

ST 97 A 5 55-97 22 Y N N N 

920 -- A 7 -- -- Y N N N 

INJECTATE -- -- -- -- -- Y N N N 

AW 156 UC 6 66-155 89 Y N N N 

922 -- -- -- -- -- Y N N N 

MO 88 A 4.5 45-85 40 Y N N N 

916 160 A 4 45-70 25 N N N N 

 

 

 

Task 2: Borehole geophysics: The USGS will collect borehole geophysical data from seven 

pre-selected wells (table 1). Depending on well construction, the borehole tools to be used on 

these wells will include induction, fluid resistivity, natural gamma, spectral gamma, fluid 
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temperature, caliper, casing collar locator, and optical tele-viewer. In addition to this suite of 

logs, electromagnetic flowmeter logging will be done in up to five boreholes (table 1) under 

ambient and stressed (pumped) conditions. Where possible, pump rates will be set at rates 

typically done for purging and sampling at the Site. Geophysical data collected from these wells 

will be used to evaluate well construction, stratigraphy, distributions of potassium, uranium, and 

thorium, and inflow and outflow intervals of a well under ambient and pumped conditions. 

Flowmeter data collected under ambient and pumped conditions will be used to improve the 

understanding of well hydraulics and to assist task 3 and task 4 interpretations. Table 2 lists the 

geophysics logs planned for the project. 
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Table 2: Geophysical techniques to be used at the Homestake Mill Site, Milan, NM 

 

Tool Name Model Manufacturer Parameters Site Use 

Caliper 7074 Century 
3-Arm Caliper 

Standard Operating Procedure to run first; Confirm casing and screen are in 

acceptable condition 

Casing Collar Locator Indicate metallic objects in well such as metal collars or centralizers 

Multi-Parameter E-

Log 
8144 Century 

Natural Gamma 
Bed boundary analysis; General lithology; Assessment of coarsening/fining; 

Depth Matching 

Spontaneous Potential Not applicable in PVC wells 

64" Long Normal Resistivity Not applicable in PVC wells 

16" Short Normal Resistivity Not applicable in PVC wells 

Lateral Resistivity Not applicable in PVC wells 

Single Point Resistance Qualitatively indicate PVC screen 

Temperature 
Identification of vertical and horizontal flow zones; Assessment of wellbore 

properties 

Fluid Resistivity Assessment of vertical and horizontal flow zones; Wellbore fluid assessment 

Slim Hole Induction 9512 Century 

Natural Gamma 
Bed boundary analysis; General lithology; Assessment of coarsening/fining; 

Depth Matching 

Induction 
Bed boundary analysis; General lithology; Assessment of coarsening/fining; 

General formation fluid assessment 

EM Flowmeter 9722 Century 

EM Flowmeter 
Assessment of ambient and stressed vertical flow; Assessment of screened 

producing zone properties; Assessment of water quality sample sources;  

Fluid Resistivity Assessment of fluid property changes between ambient and stressed conditions 

Temperature Assessment of fluid property changes between ambient and stressed conditions 

Optical Televiewer OBI-40 Mount Sopris 
Optical Image Confirm completion properties; Assessment of screen type and condition 

Deviation Assessment of well construction 

Spectral Gamma 2LSA-1000 Mount Sopris Spectral Gamma 
Identify facies changes and depositional environment; Identify and classify 

lithology types 
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Task 3: Passive sampler deployment: The passive samplers (nylon-screen passive samplers 

(NSPS)); Vroblesky and others, 2002, 2003) will be deployed downhole in 6 wells (table 1) in 

vertical strings to map vertical variation in U and selenium (Se). A maximum of 11 NSPS  per 

well will be deployed; depths of samplers are coincident with open intervals of wells and 

formation contacts as determined by borehole geophysical logging and reported drill logs. The 

samplers consist of 250 ml bottle, covered with a 125 micron mesh screen, held in place with the 

collar of a standard cap (hole drilled out of top of cap). The samplers consist of deionized (DI) 

water of known U and Se concentration. Samplers are held in place inside a vexar sock mesh and 

suspended with a ¼ inch diameter nylon line and stainless steel weight. The samplers are 

deployed with the mesh facing downward. Inverting the samplers in this way prevents the 

introduction of borehole water from above the sampler to be pushed into the sampler during 

retrieval.  

 

The NSPS will be tested against a known standard value of U and Se to assess the ability of the 

NSPS to collect representative U and Se concentrations in a well. Prior to deployment, the 

samplers will be tested against known standards of U and Se by immersing the samplers for two 

weeks inside a standard (U and Se) bath (one bath each for U and Se). The bath will be exposed 

to a low level of periodic (minimum of 2 times) circulation to ensure mixing by inducing 

convective circulation within the bath. Convective circulation will be generated by temporality 

covering the bath with clear plastic and an ice pack for 30 minutes. After several weeks, at the 

end of the bath experiment, the bath water and the water from inside the sampler will be sent in 

for analysis of U and Se by EPA method 6020 (table 3 ). The DI water from the sampler will be 

tested for U and Se from an equipment blank that is not exposed to the baths but exposed to 

atmospheric conditions inside the lab where the testing is taking place.  

 
For passive samplers, an equipment blank sample is collected and submitted for analysis after 

deployment of all samplers downhole (pre-monitoring). The equipment blank serves multiple 

purposes, as a blank of the DI and to ensure no contamination occurred pre-deployment of samplers. 

Sample duplicates are collected at each well by doubling up on samplers at fixed locations downhole. 

Sample duplicates are collected from separate bottles but similar depths.  
 

Task 4: Passive Sampler Recovery/Groundwater sampling: The NSPS will be left downhole 

in place for two weeks to one month. The USGS will recover the passive samplers, replace the 

nylon screen mesh that covers the open mouth of the bottle, and cover opening with a regular 

cap. No filtering is required. The samples will be analyzed for U and Se by EPA method 6020 

(table 3). The condition of the samplers will be noted to ensure mesh is in place and whether 

iron-staining is evident or leakage occurred from the sampler. Iron staining denotes redox 

reaction from mixing of different waters-potentially oxygenated water from the sampler with 

reduced water from the well borehole. Upon retrieval, samplers will be preserved, capped, and 

shipped to the laboratory. A trip blank is included with the samples. After retrieval, a 

micropurged sample will be collected at the position of the lowest sampler by dropping a low 

flow rate pump to a coincident depth. The micropurge sample will use a low flow pump and 

evacuate the equivalent of two tube and pump volumes of water prior to sampling for U and Se. 

New, ¼ inch diameter polyethylene tubing will be used per well. An unfiltered (total) and 0.45 

micron filtered sample will be collected. The 0.45 micron filter sample will be collected after the 

unfiltered sample and after allowing for flushing of the filter cartridge (1 minute or 300 ml). 
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Field parameters dissolved oxygen (DO), temperature, conductivity, turbidity and pH) will be 

collected after the sample so as to minimize evacuation of relatively large volumes of water, 

which would induce an equivalent increase in capture zone during micropurge sampling. The 

micropurge sample will allow for a comparison of the filtered and unfiltered concentrations for U 

and Se and for a comparison to the passive samplers that represent a quasi-filtered state.  

 

The USGS will collect groundwater samples from up to 24 wells (tables 1 and 3). The 

groundwater samples will be collected one set per well after purging 3 borehole volumes. Purge 

rate will duplicate historical purge rates from the wells, which is typically 10-30 gal/min. Purge 

waste water will be discarded according to site protocol.  

 

During purging, water levels, and common field parameters will be tracked using a calibrated 

water level meter, and continuous YSI sonde DO, temperature, pH, turbidity, and water 

conductivity (appendix A). Daily calibration field sheets will be kept for the YSI sonde. Post 

sampling checks will be done on the YSI to identify daily drift at end of day. Purge rates will be 

measured by a flow meter. The samples will be collected using the same criteria (following 

previously purged volume amounts). An inline flowmeter will be used to track purge volume and 

allow better tracking of response of field parameters to purging. A portable YSI will be calibrated to 

known standards. New ABS, 1-inch diameter sampling tubes will be used at each well in order to 

avoid a risk of cross-contamination between wells. In addition, downhole submersible pumps will be 

decontaminated after each well. Prior to sampling, one measurement of DO and ferrous iron will 

be measured using field kits (USGS, 2016).  

 

Sampling will be done from a valve and “T” set up. The flow rate off the “T” will be 

approximately 300 ml/min to minimize turbulence and the other water will be discharged to 

waste. At each well, samples will be collected in a prescribed sequence to maximize consistency.  

 

Table 3: Constituents, method, containers, preservatives, and holding times for analytical 

methods 
[ml, milliliter; oz, ounce; C, Celsius; CFC, chlorofluorocarbon] 

Description Method Container Preservation Holding Time 
Metals 6020 250 mL plastic HNO3 , 4° C 180 days 

Alkalinity SM2320B 250 mL plastic 4° C 14 days 

Ammonia SM4500 250 mL plastic H2 SO4 , 4° C 28 days 

Br, CL, F, SO4 300 120 ml plastic 4° C 28 days 

Nitrogen SM4500 250 ml plastic H2 SO4 , 4° C 28 days 

Gross alpha/beta 900 250 ml plastic pH<2 HNO3 180 days 

Radium isotopes 903.1/904 250 ml plastic  pH<2 HNO3 180 days 

Uranium isotopes HASL 300 250 ml plastic pH<2 HNO3 180 days 

Carbon 14 Liquid scintillation 
500 ml 

polyethylene bottle 
none 180 days 

Stable isotopes of 

deuterium (δD) 

and oxygen-18 

(δ18O) 

Revesz and Coplen 

2000a and b 

2 oz (60 ml) glass 

with polyseal cap 

Store at ambient 

temperature 
Months 

Sulfur isotopes 
Revesz and Coplen 

2000a and b 

1 Liter 

polyethylene bottle 

Filtered with .4 

µm polycarbonate 

membrane filter 

Months 
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Description Method Container Preservation Holding Time 

Nitrogen isotopes 
Revesz and Coplen 

2000a and b 

4 oz (125 ml) 

amber 

polyethylene bottle 

Filtered with .4 

µm polycarbonate 

membrane filter 

followed by a 0.2 

µm syringe filter, 

freeze sample 

Months 

He-4 
Revesz and Coplen 

2000a and b 

3 septum glass 

bottles (150) ml) 
4° C 3 years 

Dissolved gases See attachment 3 
copper tubing, 

properly sealed 
none years 

Tritium/He-3 See attachment 3 

2 500cc (16 oz) 

Nalgene plastic 

bottle) 

none years 

CFCs See attachment 3 

5 125 ml Boston 

round  clear glass 

bottles with cap 

with an aluminum 

foil linear  

none 30 days 

 

The samples will be analyzed for a complete suite of geochemical, isotopic, and age dating 

constituents (USGS, 2016). Appendix A includes procedures for the multiple different types of 

samples being collected for this study. 

  

Task 5: Reporting:  A USGS data release is anticipated to facilitate the distribution of 

information from this project. This will allow for the quickest delivery of high quality 

information from this effort. The data release is non-interpretive, so follow-up, and interpretive, 

deliverables are scheduled. The data will be available through ScienceBase. ScienceBase is a 

web clearing house for scientific information. 

 

Task 6: Data analysis and presentation:  
Interpretation of chemical results is needed to address project objectives. A presentation is 

planned to highlight important findings and to allow for collaborative discussions with 

stakeholders. 

 

Geochemical trilinear diagrams will be generated and samples coded to help identify differences 

in water type and potential geochemical reactions transforming the groundwater chemistry. 

Stable isotopes will be plotted against each other to identify deviations from the standard 

conditions. Ratios of U and Th concentrations will be computed to identify anthropogenic 

sources of U from enrichment processes. Age dating of groundwater samples will be collected, 

computed, and analyzed. The software program TracerLPM (Jurgens, and others, 2012) will 

assist in analysis.  

 

Task 7: Interpretive reporting:  
A peer-reviewed short journal paper is planned to provide final interpretive findings. The paper 

will focus on identifying chemical signatures that helped differentiate processes, water types, and 

sources of water to the groundwater of the study area.  A companion factsheet will be produced 

to summarize important findings from the technical paper. The factsheet target audience is non-
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technical so as to convey and explain conclusions from the study to stakeholders. The USGS will 

make all chemical quality data accessible through ScienceBase. 

  

 

QAPP Amendments 

Amendments to the QAPP may be necessary to reflect changes in project organization, tasks, 

schedules, objectives and methods; address deficiencies and non-conformances; improve 

operational efficiency; and/or accommodate unique or unanticipated circumstances.  Requests 

for amendments are directed from the USGS PM to the EPA RPM. The changes are effective 

immediately upon approval by the EPA RPM or his or her designees.  Amendments to the QAPP 

and the reasons for the changes will be documented, and revised pages will be forwarded to all 

persons on the QAPP distribution list by the USGS QC/QAO. 

 

Table A6.1 Homestake Timeline 

Task May June July Aug Sept Q1-

FY17 

Q2-

FY17 

Q3-

FY17 

Q4-

FY17 

Task 1: Development of 

proposal, QAPP and health 

and safety plan 

         

          

Task 2: Borehole 

geophysical logging 
         

          

Task 3: Installation of 

passive samplers 
         

          

Task 4: Water-quality 

sampling 
         

          

Task 5 Data compilation 

and reporting 
         

          

Table 6: Data analysis and 

presentation 
         

          

Task 7: Interpretive 

reporting 
         

 

 
 

A7 Quality Objectives and Criteria for Measurement Data 
The primary objective of this project is to distinguish between anthropogenic and background 

contributions of U concentrations at selected well locations in the vicinity of the Site in the 

alluvium and Chinle aquifers. The secondary objective of this project is to differentiate water 
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type between the three main sources of water in the alluvium and Chinle aquifers near the Site. 

The three main water sources include: (1) waters unaffected by local or regional tailing 

operations, (2) waters affected by local tailing operations, and (3) waters affected by regional, up 

gradient tailing operations in the basin. Lastly, Chinle aquifer waters have been grouped at the 

Site into two main water types-mixing and non-mixing waters based on a calcium concentration 

of 30 mg/L (< non-mixing) (Hydro-Engineering, LLC., 2001). Chemical differences in water 

type between the two mixing groupings will be determined including differences in age of 

waters.  

 

DQO’s are qualitative and quantitative criteria for clarifying project objectives, defining the 

appropriate types of data needed, and defining the tolerable levels of potential decision errors for 

the project. It is a systematic planning process to generate environmental data appropriate and 

sufficient for its intended use. The process is designed to answer four basic questions: 

 

1). What data is needed? 

2). Why is it needed? 

3). How will the data be used? 

4). What tolerance does the user have for decision errors? 

 

The DQO process is a method to ensure that the collection and analysis of data for a project 

meets the requirements for the specific project goal and that the environmental data generated 

will be sufficient for their intended use. 

 

The data-quality objectives for this project are as follows:  

 

 Determine the borehole geophysics physical properties within selected groundwater wells 

including well construction, stratigraphy, borehole inflow and outflow under ambient and 

pumped conditions. 

 Determine the presence of U and Thorium (Th) in formations with natural gamma and 

spectral gamma logs. 

 Determine the vertical variability of concentrations of U and Se at selected groundwater 

wells and if high U and Se are associated with high natural gamma and spectral gamma 

signals. 

 Determine the likely source of water (formation type) during standard purging procedures 

of selected wells. 

 Determine chemical signatures (locally impacted, regionally impacted, and background) 

of groundwater as it relates to selected wells.  

 Determine U and Se concentrations in wells with different chemical signatures that are 

associated with locally impacted, regionally impacted, and background waters. 

 

The purpose of this project is to help identify local (nearby Site) and regional (basin wide) 

chemical signatures from mining/tailing operations. Specifically, an important objective is to 

identify anthropogenic and background water concentrations of U at selected specific well 

locations in the vicinity of the Site for the alluvium and Chinle aquifers. Chemical signatures will 

be related to the concentration of U in groundwater. Wells selected for study (borehole 

geophysical logging, and passive and purged sampling) reflect wells previously identified as 



 

15 

 

representative of the three main types of groundwater: 1) background, 2) regionally impacted, 

and 3) locally impacted. By comparing chemical signatures from these wells, an assessment of 

the impact of local and regional contamination on presumed background waters may be obtained. 

Analytical data will comply with established requirements for quality assured data.  

 

The measurement performance specifications to support the project objective are specified in 

Table A7.1.  

 

Table A7.1: Data-Quality Objectives 

[LOD, limit of detection; MDL, method detection limit; LOQ, limit of quantification,; PQL, practical quantification level: mg/L, milligrams 

per liter; µg/L, micrograms per liter, pCi/L, picocuries per liter; nmol/kg; nanomole per kilogram, CFCs; 

chlorofluorocarbons] 
 

RTI Laboratory Method 2320B 

 

Analyte Units Synonym MDL LOD LOQ PQL 

Alkalinity, Total (As CaCO3) 
mg/L 
CaCO3 

Alkalinity, 
Total 

4.53 10 NA  20 

 

RTI Laboratory Method 2540C 

 

Analyte Units Synonym MDL LOD LOQ PQL 

Residue,  dissolved mg/L TDS 5 5 5 5 

 

 

RTI Laboratory Method 300 

 

Analyte Units Synonym MDL LOD LOQ PQL 

Bromide mg/L Br 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.1 

Chloride mg/L Cl 0.04 0.05 0.1 0.1 

Fluoride mg/L F 0.04 0.05 0.1 0.1 

Sulfate mg/L SO4 0.04 0.05 0.1 0.1 

 

RTI Laboratory SM4500 

 

Analyte Units Synonym MDL LOD LOQ PQL 

Nitrogen, Nitrate-Nitrite mg/L NO3 0.007 0.025 NA 0.05 

Ammonia Nitrogen  mg/L NH3 0.012 0.024 NA 0.1 
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RTI Laboratory Method 6020 

 

Analyte Units Synonym MDL LOD PQL 

Antimony µg/L Sb 0.038 0.15 0.5 

Arsenic µg/L As 0.122 0.2 0.3 

Barium µg/L Ba 0.037 0.1 5 

Cadmium µg/L Cd 0.054 0.1 0.2 

Calcium µg/L Ca 18.06 25 200 

Chromium µg/L Cr 0.061 0.1 2 

Cobalt µg/L Co 0.024 0.1 1 

Copper µg/L Cu 0.049 0.1 1 

Iron µg/L Fe 9.541 25 40 

Lead µg/L Pb 0.048 0.1 0.2 

Magnesium µg/L Mg 8.126 25 100 

Manganese µg/L Mn 0.053 0.1 1 

Molybdenum µg/L Mo 0.143 0.2 1 

Nickel µg/L Ni 0.041 0.1 2 

Potassium µg/L K 21.14 25 100 

Selenium µg/L Se 0.291 0.5 1 

Sodium µg/L Na 11.51 25 100 

Tin µg/L Sn 0.071 0.5 5 

Titanium µg/L Ti 0.344 0.5 10 

Uranium µg/L U 1.347 2 5 

Vanadium µg/L V 0.098 0.1 0.8 

Zinc µg/L Zn 0.351 0.5 10 

  

 

         

PACE Laboratories Method 900 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Gross alpha/beta 3 pCi/L 

 

PACE Laboratories SM7500/RN/CIN5013 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Radon-222 100 pCi/L 

 

PACE Laboratories 903.1/904 

 

Constituents Laboratory 

Radium isotopes 

(226Ra/228Ra) 
PACE 
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PACE Laboratories HASL 300 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Uranium isotopes (U-

234, U-235, U-238) 
1 pCi/L 

 

 

PACE Laboratories Liquid Scintillation 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Carbon 14 10 pCi/L 

 

 

USGS Reston Stable Isotope Laboratory Methods Revesz and Coplen 2000a and b, LC 1142 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Stable isotopes  

2-sigma uncertainty 

of isotopes per 1.0 

millimeters 

 

USGS Reston Stable Isotope Laboratory Method Revesz and Coplen 2000a and b LC1951 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

 Sulfur isotopes 

(s32,s34,O18,O16) 

2-sigma uncertainty 

of isotopes per 0.4 

millimeters 

 

 

USGS Reston Stable Isotope Laboratory Method Coplen and others, 2012 

 

Constituents Method Reporting level Laboratory 

Nitrogen isotopes LC 2900 

2-sigma uncertainty 

of isotopes per 0.5 

millimeters 

Reston Stable Isotope 

 

 

USGS Reston Stable Isotope Laboratory Method Revesz and Coplen 2000a and b 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

He-4 1 nmol/kg 

 



 

18 

 

University of Utah Dissolved and Noble Gas Laboratory Methods (see attachment 3) 

 

Constituents Reporting level 

Dissolved gases ± 1% to 5% of value 

Tritium/He-3 0.05 TU 

CFCs ± 5% of value 

 

 

 

A7.1 Precision 

See RTI Laboratory, PACE Laboratory, and University of Utah, quality assurance plans 

[attachments 1, 2, and 3] 

 

A7.2 Accuracy 

See RTI Laboratory, PACE Laboratory, and University of Utah, quality assurance plans 

[attachments 1, 2, and 3] 

 

A7.3 Representativeness 

See RTI Laboratory, PACE Laboratory, and University of Utah, quality assurance plans 

[attachments 1, 2, and 3] 

 

A7.4 Comparability 

See RTI Laboratory, PACE Laboratory, and University of Utah, quality assurance plans 

[attachments 1, 2, and 3] 

 

A.7.5 Completeness 

See RTI Laboratory, PACE Laboratory, University of Utah, and USGS Reston lab quality 

assurance plans [attachments 1, 2, and 3] 

 

A8 Training Requirements/Certifications 
The USGS field personnel all have previous experience with monitoring well sampling and 

conducting field analyses and monitoring well water-level measurements.  The geophysics crew 

is highly experienced and collects borehole and geophysics data on regular basis. In addition, 

since this is a Superfund site all USGS staff members will  be current with their 8-hour refresher 

hazardous waste training.  
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A9 Documentation and Records 
The documents that describe, specify, report, or certify activities, requirements, procedures, or 

results for this project, and the items and materials that furnish objective evidence of the quality 

of items or activities are listed in the sections below.  RTI Laboratories, PACE Laboratories, and 

University of Utah Laboratories describes their document control procedures in their individual 

QAPs (attachments 1, 2, and 3). 

A9.1 Data  

The data collected from this study will be provided to EPA in paper copy and electronic form 

through the use of ScienceBase. 

A9.2 Field Documentation 

 

The field team is responsible for the collection, documentation, and custody of the ground water 

samples collected. Proper documentation of the sampling is essential to the data collection effort. 

Field logbooks will be used for documentation at each well sampling site. The logbooks will 

have page numbers and any entry into the logbook must be done in pen. For the purposes of this 

section and subsequent sections, all field and laboratory personnel must follow the basic rules for 

recording information as documented below: 

 

1. Legible writing in indelible ink with no modifications, write-overs or cross-outs; 

2. Correction of errors with a single line followed by an initial and date; 

3. Close-out on incomplete pages with an initialed and dated diagonal line. 

 

The logbook will include the following information during sampler installation and retrieval: 

 

o Monitor well ID number 

o Date 

o Field crew names 

o Well integrity notes, general notes on well location 

o Measuring point used 

o Initial water level (taken twice and must be within 0.02 feet of each other, if not 

repeat) prior to sampling 

o Signature of recorder and date, don’t leave extra space on bottom of page, strike 

out and initial and date 

 

All other well sampling information will be recorded on the Ground-Water Field Data Work 

Sheets (appendix B). Borehole geophysics notes and information in the field will be recorded on 

Geophysical Logs Field Data Work Sheets (appendix C).  Passive sampler notes and information 

will be recorded on Passive Sampler Work Sheets (appendix D). 

 

Proper sample handling and custody procedures ensure the custody and integrity of samples 

beginning at the time of sampling and continuing through transport, sample receipt, preparation, 

and analysis.  
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A sample is in custody if it is in actual physical possession or locked in a vehicle under the 

control of USGS authorized field personnel.  The chain of custody (COCs) forms is used to 

document sample handling during transfer from the field to the contract laboratory.  A completed 

COC will be placed into a waterproof Ziplock® plastic bag inside the respective cooler which 

will be sealed with clear packing tape. Two custody seals will be placed on the cooler, and the 

cooler will then be Federal Expressed overnight to the selected contract laboratory. When 

transferring samples, the individuals relinquishing and receiving the coolers containing samples 

will sign, date, and note the time on the chain-of-custody record.  
 

Once samples are received at the RTI Laboratories, PACE Laboratories, University of Utah 

Laboratories, and the USGS Reston Laboratory the sample custodian receives the samples and 

logs the samples into the laboratory, the COC is then scanned and a copy of it and a notification 

letter will be emailed to the PM.  RTI Laboratories, PACE Laboratories, University of Utah 

Laboratories, and the USGS Reston Laboratory COC are maintained in a safe and secure manner 

at all times.   

 

The documents and records that describe, specify, report, or certify activities are listed in Table 

A9.   

 

Table A-9: Project Documents and Records 

 

Document/Record  Location 
Retention 

(yrs) 
Format 

QAPP, amendments, and appendices USGS/EPA 5 years Paper/Electronic 

QAPP distribution documentation USGS 5 years Paper/Electronic 

Field notebooks USGS 5 years Paper 

Groundwater field sheets USGS 5 years Paper 

Borehole geophysics field sheets USGS 5 years Paper/Electronic 

Electronic data collected geophysics USGS 5 years Paper 

Chain of custody records USGS 5 years Paper/Electronic 

Laboratory sample reception logs USGS 5 years Paper 

Laboratory calibration records USGS 5 years Electronic 

Laboratory data verification for integrity, 

  precision, accuracy and validation 
USGS  5 years Paper 

Laboratory equipment maintenance logs USGS  5 years Paper 

Laboratory QAPP USGS 5 years Paper 

Quality control  USGS 5 years Paper 

Final report / data USGS/EPA 3 years Paper/Electronic 

  

The EPA will receive all the information listed in Table A.9 for data archival. 
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The estimated data reporting turnaround time for the constituents to be analyzed is 

approximately 30 days (analyses data report) after the samples are delivered to the selected 

laboratory.   

 

Difficulties or unusual events during sampling or analyses will be noted and reported to the EPA 

RPM by the USGS PM. 

 

B1 Sampling Process Design 

See section A6 of this QAPP for sampling process design information associated with data 

collected for this project. 

B2 Sampling Methods  

B2.1 Field Sampling Procedures 

Please see section A6 and Appendix A 

B2.2 Processes to Prevent Cross Contamination 

Please see section A6 and Appendix A 

B2.3 Documentation of Field Sampling Activities 

Please see section A9 in this QAPP. 

 

B2.4 Deviations from Sampling Method Requirements or Sample 
Design and Corrective Action 

Deficiencies are defined as unauthorized deviations from procedures documented in the QAPP or 

other applicable documents.  Non-conformances are deficiencies which affect data quantity 

and/or quality and render the data unacceptable or indeterminate. Deficiencies related to field 

sampling methods requirements include, but are not limited to, such things as neglecting to 

follow proper procedures as outlined in the Work. 

 

Deficiencies are documented in logbooks by USGS field personnel who will notify the USGS PC 

and the USGS PM.  The PC/PM will determine whether it is necessary to initiate a 

Nonconformance Report (NCR) to document the deficiency. 

 

The USGS PC/PM in consultation with the USGS PC/PM/QAO will determine if the deficiency 

constitutes a nonconformance.  If it is determined the activity or item in question does not affect 

data quality and therefore, is not a valid nonconformance, the NCR will be completed 

accordingly and the NCR closed.  If it is determined a nonconformance does exist, the USGS 

PC/PM/QAO will determine the disposition of the nonconforming activity or item and necessary 

corrective action(s); results will be documented in USGS Corrective Action Report. 

 

Corrective Action Reports (CARs) document: root cause(s); impact(s); specific corrective 

action(s) to address the deficiency; action(s) to prevent recurrence; individual(s) responsible for 
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each action; the timetable for completion of each action; and the means by which completion of 

each corrective action will be documented.  In addition, significant conditions (i.e., situations 

which, if uncorrected, could have a serious effect on safety or on the validity or integrity of data) 

will be reported to the EPA RPM immediately both verbally and in writing. 

B3 Sampling Handling and Custody  

B3.1 Chain-of-Custody 

Proper sample handling and custody procedures ensure the custody and integrity of samples 

beginning at the time of sampling and continuing through transport, sample receipt, preparation, 

and analysis. 

 

A sample is in custody if it is in actual physical possession or locked in a vehicle under the 

control of USGS authorized field personnel.  Selected laboratory COC forms will be used to 

document sample handling during transfer from the field to the selected laboratory.   

 

1) Field Sample ID 

2) Date and time of collection 

3) Cost code for the laboratory 

4) Name of staff member(s) who collected the samples 

5) Name of staff member who submitted the samples 

6) Sample submitter’s contact information 

7) Type of sample(s) 

8) Project name and location 

9) Relinquished signature, date, and time 

10) Laboratory staff received signature, date, and time 

 

B3.2 Sample Labeling 

The samplers will be labeled with the monitoring well ID number already established for the 

wells at the Site.  The date and time of collection will also be written on the sample labels.  

B3.3 Sample Handling and Shipment 

Sample handling and shipment procedures are located in section A6 and Appendix A.  

B3.4 Deficiencies, Non-conformances and Corrective Action Related 
to Chain-of-Custody 

Deficiencies are defined as unauthorized deviations from procedures documented in the QAPP or 

other applicable documents.  Non-conformances are deficiencies which affect data quantity 

and/or quality and render the data unacceptable or indeterminate.  Deficiencies related to COC 

include but are not limited to delays in transfer, incomplete documentation, including signatures; 

possible tampering of samples; broken or spilled samples, etc. 

 

Deficiencies are documented in logbooks by USGS field personnel and reported to the USGS 

PC.  The PC/PM/QAO will initiate a NCR to document the deficiency. 



 

23 

 

 

The USGS PC will determine if the deficiency constitutes a nonconformance.  If it is determined 

the activity or item in question does not affect data quality and therefore, is not a valid 

nonconformance, the NCR will be completed accordingly and the NCR closed.  If it is 

determined a nonconformance does exist, the USGS PC/QAO will determine the disposition of 

the nonconforming activity or item and necessary corrective action(s); results will be 

documented by the USGS PC/PM/QAO by completion of a CAR. 

 

CARs document: root cause(s); impact(s); specific corrective action(s) to address the deficiency; 

action(s) to prevent recurrence; individual(s) responsible for each action; the timetable for 

completion of each action; and the means by which completion of each corrective action will be 

documented.  CARs will be included with monthly progress reports. In addition, significant 

conditions (i.e., situations which, if uncorrected, could have a serious effect on safety or on the 

validity or integrity of data) will be reported to the immediately EPA RPM both verbally and in 

writing. 

 

B4 Analytical Methods 
See section A7 of this QAPP. 

 

B5 Quality Control  

B5.1 Sampling Quality Control and Acceptability Criteria 

----------------- 

 

All environmental projects require a comprehensive and multifaceted approach to QA/QC in 

order to achieve and document attainment of appropriate quality for the intended data usage.  

The project manager is the focal point to ensure that chemical DQOs are established for his or 

her project.  The PC can use several techniques to monitor and ensure the quality of chemical 

data. These include:  

 

 Appropriate sampling protocols. 

 Field blanks, ambient blanks, and replicates.  

 Sample handling QA. 

 QA sample collection and field analyses.  

 Field data review. 

 Laboratory QA and QC. 

 Review of primary laboratory data. 

 Validation of data.  

 Technical review of written products 

 

For this ground water sampling effort, QA/QC samples will include at least one field equipment 

blank per sampling team (3 teams), at least three duplicate samples, and a source blank (passive 
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samplers).  The water-quality meters will be calibrated twice daily, both prior to and after daily 

ground water sample collection.  

  

Quality sample design is an important component of quality assurance. For this project only one 

set of samples will be collected from each of the selected wells, so understanding the data from a 

single sampling event is somewhat challenging. The intent of this study is not to determine  

background concentrations, but to evaluate whether certain wells are indicative of ambient 

groundwater. In order to complete that objective, the quality assurance data collected will be 

used in conjunction with other laboratory data to determine if there is any sampling bias, matrix 

interference, or laboratory bias. Laboratories chosen for use in this project indicate their 

analytical methods meet the data quality objectives of this study and that additional QA/QC data 

is available for analysis (lab duplicates, blind samples, and etc).  

 

Quality control procedures differ based on sampling method-either passive or active (called 

purge sampling). During passive sampling a NSPS with a 125 micron mesh is used. To ensure 

passive sample devices can come to an equilibrium with U and Se, the NSPS will be tested by 

deploying the NSPS in a known concentration bath for a minimum of 2 weeks. The NSPS are 

filled with DI water with known U and Se concentration prior to deployment. After deployment 

in the bath, the water from the NSPS and the bath water are submitted to the laboratory for 

analyses. Differences are noted. A comparable comparison study was done by Columbia 

laboratories and results reproduced below.  

 

 

  14-Day Deployment 21-Day Deployment 

Metals Jar (mg/L)* RPPS (mg/L) Migration (%)** Jar (mg/L)* RPPS (mg/L) Migration (%)** 

Antimony 0.0878 0.0810 92% 0.0847 0.0799 94% 

Arsenic 0.0840 0.0768 91% 0.0853 0.0830 97% 

Barium 0.0900 0.0845 94% 0.0884 0.0840 95% 

Beryllium 0.0855 0.0749 88% 0.0867 0.0797 91% 

Cadmium 0.0885 0.0782 88% 0.0900 0.0829 92% 

Chromium 0.169 0.152 90% 0.177 0.160 90% 

Cobalt 0.0892 0.0797 89% 0.0918 0.8510 93% 

Copper 0.148 0.0927 63% 0.546 0.276 51% 

Nickel 0.871 0.628 72% 0.972 0.819 84% 

Selenium 0.0715 0.0687 96% 0.0746 0.0744 100% 

Silver 0.0466 0.0141 30% 0.0391 0.0147 38% 

Thallium 0.0805 0.0858 107% 0.0890 0.0852 96% 

Vanadium 0.0852 0.0762 89% 0.0872 0.0809 93% 

Zinc 0.0968 0.1040 107% 0.0980 0.0972 99% 

  * 20 L Glass carboy 

** Sampler concentration/Jar concentration X100 
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Duplicate samples – Duplicate ground water samples will be collected at least on a daily basis, 

approximately one duplicate for every ten monitoring wells that are sampled.  The precision of 

duplicate results are calculated by relative percent difference (RPD) using the following 

equation: 

 

RPD = (X1-X2)/ ((X1+X2)/2)) 

 

 

Equipment Blanks- For passive sampling, a combined field/equipment blank is used. The 

combined blank is a constructed NSPS with DI water. For purge sampling, at least one 

equipment blank will be collected daily during ground water sampling activities. The equipment 

blanks will be collected at the well sites, using de-ionized water, which will be pumped through a 

decontaminated pump and tubing into an entire set of sample containers.  The samples will then 

be capped, labeled, and logged onto the COC and sent in for analyses with the rest of the 

samples, on a daily basis. 

 

B5.2 Laboratory Measurement Quality Control and Acceptability 
Criteria 

See attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

B5.3 Deficiencies, Non-conformances and Corrective Action Related 
to Analytical Methods Failures in Quality Control and Corrective 
Action 

The USGS PC is to inform the USGS PM of any deficiencies in regards to analytical methods 

and laboratory QC.  In this case, the USGS PC/PM and the selected laboratory representative 

will work together on the results of the environmental and QC samples to evaluate the reliability 

of the analytical results from the sampling excursions. The arbitrary rejection of results based on 

predetermined limits is not practical because differences in field duplicate sample results are 

used to assess the entire sampling process, including environmental variability.  Therefore, the 

professional judgment of the USGS PC/PM and the selected laboratory representative will be 

relied upon in evaluating results.  Rejecting sample results based on wide variability is a 

possibility.   

 

CARs document: root cause(s); impact(s); specific corrective action(s) to address the deficiency; 

action(s) to prevent recurrence; individual(s) responsible for each action; the timetable for 

completion of each action; and, the means by which completion of each corrective action will be 

documented.  In addition, significant conditions (i.e., situations which, if uncorrected, could have 

a serious effect on safety or on the validity or integrity of data) will be reported to the EPA RPM 

immediately both verbally and in writing.   
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B5.4 Borehole Geophysics 
All logs collected for this study will be collected according to the American Society of Testing 

and Materials (ASTM) borehole geophysical standard procedures: (1) ASTM Standard Guide for 

Planning and Conducting Borehole Geophysical Logging - D5753-05 (American Society of 

Testing and Materials, 2010), (2) ASTM Standard Guide for Conducting Borehole Geophysical 

Logging Mechanical Caliper - D6167 – 97 (American Society of Testing and Materials, 2004), 

and (3) ASTM Standard Guide for Conducting Borehole Geophysical Logging Electromagnetic 

Induction - D6726 – 01 (American Society of Testing and Materials, 2007).  

B6 Instrument/Equipment Testing, Inspection and 
Maintenance 
All field equipment utilized for this groundwater sampling and borehole geophysics for this 

project will be properly maintained.  For laboratory equipment, please see attachments 1, 2, and 

3. 

B7 Instrument/Equipment Calibration and Frequency 
All field equipment utilized for groundwater sampling and borehole geophysics will be 

calibrated and standardized where appropriate.  Multi-parameter field meters will be calibrated 

following standard USGS procedures (appendix A).  For laboratory equipment, please see 

attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

B8 Inspection/Acceptance of Supplies and Consumables 
All materials used for sample collection will be inspected by the USGS PC/PM and field 

personnel. 

B9 Data Management 
See laboratory attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

 

The USGS will maintain data obtained in association with this QAPP in electronic form on 

servers located in Fort Worth. These servers are backed up frequently to make sure data isn’t lost 

or destroyed.  The documents provided by selected laboratories are typically in Microsoft Word, 

Microsoft Excel, or Adobe (PDF) formats. As described earlier a copy of all of the data and 

documents will be provided to EPA Region 6 in paper and electronic form.  All logs will be 

collected in digital format and recorded in the proprietary format of the data acquisition 

equipment used. These proprietary data formats will be converted to and stored as Log American 

Standard Code for Information Interchange (ASCII) Standard (Canadian Well Logging Society, 

2011) for tabular data and wellCAD version 4.4 and portable document format (PDF) for non-

tabular data. 

 

Data obtained by the USGS field personnel will be reviewed by the USGS PC/PM to assure 

accuracy, and that the data meets the quality criteria for that data type.  Original field logbooks, 

copies of the COC forms sent to the USGS, and other field data will be screened by the PC/PM 

to ensure proper documentation and quality assurance.  
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The USGS PC/PM will be responsible for determining what data, if any; will be deleted from the 

data set.  The USGS PC/PM will initially review any questions concerning analytical data.  If a 

modification of the data originally reported is deemed necessary, documentation of the original 

data, the question concerning that data and the modified data along with the copies of the data 

change will be placed within the project file in paper format.  Data will only be deleted from the 

data set if it is determined to be erroneous, or is found to have been collected in a manner that 

does not follow the QAPP guidelines causing poor data.  The USGS PM will alert the EPA RPM 

to any abnormalities or apparent outliers.   

 

In addition, USGS policy requires a data management plan for all project. The table below 

details the data management plan for this project. 

 

Data Input – New Data [Field investigations to help support of background concentrations of 

uranium at the Homestake Mining Company Superfund Site near Milan, New Mexico] 

Description Water-quality data and borehole geophysics data will be collected 

onsite and up gradient of site to help assess background uranium 

concentrations. Water-quality data will be collected by using passive 

samplers (5 wells) and collecting traditional groundwater samples (24 

wells) by the use of a downhole submersible pump or existing 

infrastructure (withdrawal wells).   

Data Management 

Resources 

The budget for this project includes estimated time it will take to 

properly upload data to NWIS through the use of QWDX. Once the 

data are in place in NWIS, data sets used for data release and reports 

will be managed in Science Base. The budget has approximately 80 

hours planned for data management and data release.  

Data Product Formats  Data release through ScienceBase, fact sheet, and journal article. 

Data Processing and 

Workflows  

Most of the laboratories being used for this study are capable of 

transmitting samples results through the Water Quality Data 

Exchange (QWDX) which automatically uploads the data into NWIS. 

For laboratories without QWDX capabilities samples results will be 

manually entered by using a batch process. 

Protocols and Standards USGS staff will follow protocols and standards for sampling that are 

listed under the responsible parties sampling and analysis plans. 

Borehole geophysics data will be collected following standard 

ASTMs. 

Quality Assurance Plan  A quality assurance plan will be developed for this project.  

Formal Metadata 

Standard Used 

Most of the water quality files will be in xml while the borehole 

geophysics will be in las.acii, welcad,  and PDF 

Volume Storage 200 MB 
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Backup  The NWIS is system is regularly backed up. Other data files used in 

the project will be placed in directories that are backed up regularly.  

Repository: 

ScienceBase  

ScienceBase is planned to be used as a final repository for this data. 

Data Security and 

Access Control 

A database manager will be assigned to the project to manage the data 

in ScienceBase. Other project personnel such as the project chief and 

manager will have access to the data, but main changes to the data 

will be managed by the data manager. 

Contacts Phil Harte (Project Chief), ptharte@usgs.gov, (603) 892-4170 

Kent Becher (Project Manager), kdbecher@usgs.gov, (817) 253-0356 

Victoria Stengel (Database Manager), vstengel@usgs.gov, (512) 927-

3571 

 

C1 Assessments and Response Actions 

C1.1 Corrective Action 

The USGS PC is responsible for implementing and tracking corrective action procedures as a 

result of audit findings.  Records of audit findings and corrective actions are maintained by both 

the EPA and USGS QAO. 

 

If audit findings and corrective actions cannot be resolved, then the authority and responsibility 

for terminating work is specified in the EPA Quality Management Plan and in agreements or 

contracts between participating organizations. 

 

C2 Reports to Management 

C2.1 Laboratory Data Reports 

Laboratory data reports contain the results of all specified QC measures listed in section B5, 

including but not limited to field duplicates, laboratory blanks, laboratory control standards, 

calibrations, and matrix spikes.  This information is reviewed by the USGS PC/PM and then 

compared to the pre-specified acceptance criteria to determine acceptability of data.  This 

information is available for inspection by the EPA. 

D1 Data Review, Validation, and Verification Requirements 
All field and laboratory data will be reviewed and verified for integrity and continuity, 

reasonableness, and conformance to project requirements, and then validated against the project 

objectives and measurement performance specifications which are listed in Section A7.  Only 

those data which are supported by appropriate QC data and meet the measurement performance 

specifications defined for this project will be considered acceptable, and will be reported to EPA. 
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D2 Validation and Verification Methods 
 

Please see laboratory attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

 

All field and laboratory data will be reviewed, verified and validated to ensure they conform to 

project specifications and meet the conditions of end use as described in Section A7 of this 

document. 

 

Data review, verification, and validation will be performed using self-assessments and peer and 

management review as appropriate to the project task.  The data review tasks to be performed by 

field and laboratory personnel are listed in the first two sections of Table D2, respectively. 

Potential errors are identified by examination of documentation and by manual (or computer-

assisted) examination of corollary or unreasonable data. If a question arises or an error is 

identified, the manager of the task responsible for generating the data is contacted to resolve the 

issue.  Issues which can be corrected are corrected and documented.  If an issue cannot be 

corrected, the task manager consults with higher level project management to establish the 

appropriate course of action, or the data associated with the issue are rejected.  Field and 

laboratory reviews, verifications, and validations are documented. 

 

After the field and laboratory data are reviewed, another level of review is performed once the 

data are combined into a data set.  This review step, as specified in Table D2, is performed by the 

USGS PC/PM.  Data review, verification, and validation tasks to be performed on the data set 

include, but are not limited to, the confirmation of lab and field data review, evaluation of field 

QC results, additional evaluation of anomalies and outliers, analysis of sampling and analytical 

gaps, and confirmation that all parameters and sampling sites are included in the QAPP.  

 

Any issues requiring corrective action must be addressed, and the potential impact of these issues 

on previously collected data will be assessed. After the data are reviewed and documented, the 

USGS PC/PM validates that the data meet the data-quality objectives of the project and are 

suitable for reporting to EPA.  

 

Table D2: Data Review Tasks 

 

Field Data Review Responsibility 

Field data reviewed for conformance with data collection, sample handling 

and chain of custody, analytical and QC requirements  
 USGS PC/PM 

Field data calculated, reduced, and transcribed correctly 
 USGS 

PC/PM/BG/SG 

Laboratory Data Review  
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Field Data Review Responsibility 

Laboratory data reviewed for conformance with data collection, sample 

handling and chain of custody, analytical and QC requirements to include 

documentation, sample receipt, sample preparation, sample analysis, project 

and program QC results, and reporting  

USGS PC/PM  

Laboratory data calculated, reduced, and  transcribed correctly USGS PC/PM 

Analytical data documentation evaluated for consistency, reasonableness 

and/or improper practices 
 USGS PC/PM 

Analytical QC information evaluated to determine impact on individual 

analyses 
USGS PC/PM 

All laboratory samples analyzed for all parameters  USGS PC/PM 

Data Set Review  

Confirmation that field and lab data have been reviewed USGS PC/PM 

Data set (to include field and laboratory data) evaluated for reasonableness 

and if corollary data agree 
USGS PC/PM 

Outliers confirmed and documented USGS PC/PM 

Field QC acceptable (e.g., field splits and  trip, field and equipment blanks)  USGS PC/PM 

Sampling and analytical data gaps checked and documented USGS PC/PM 

Verification and validation confirmed.  Data meets conditions of end use 

and are reportable 
USGS PC/PM 
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D3 Reconciliation with User Requirements 
No decisions will be made by the USGS project team based on the data collected.  These data 

will be used by EPA Region 6 for decision making through the Superfund Process. 
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Appendix A- USGS Field Manual Groundwater Sampling 
Calibration Procedures and Specific Groundwater Sampling 
Methods 
 

Please see USGS National Field Manual attachments.  The work plan and QAPP sampling 

protocols will be followed along with the general USGS protocols outlined in the following 

documents: 

 

Chapter 1: Preparation for Field Sampling 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/chapter1/Ch1_contents.html) 

 

Chapter 2: Selection of Equipment for Water Sampling 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/Chapter2/Ch2_contents.html) 

 

Chapter 3: Cleaning of Water Sampling Equipment 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/chapter3/Ch3_contents.html) 

 

Chapter 4: Collection of Water Samples 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/chapter4/html/Ch4_contents.html) 

 

Chapter 5: Processing of Water Samples 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/chapter5/html/Ch5_contents.html) 

 

Chapter 6.8 Use of Multiparameter Instrumentation for Routine Field Measurements 

(http://water.usgs.gov/owq/FieldManual/Chapter6/6.8_contents.html) 

 

Collection of He-4 samples http://water.usgs.gov/lab/dissolved-gas/sampling/index.html 

 

Collection of Tritium (University of Utah) 

http://www.noblegaslab.utah.edu/pdfs/tritium_collection.pdf 

 

Dissolved gas sampling using copper tubing (University of Utah) 

http://www.noblegaslab.utah.edu/pdfs/cu_tube_sampling.pdf 

 

Collection of chlorofluorocarbons (University of Utah/USGS method) 

http://www.noblegaslab.utah.edu/pdfs/USGS_CFC_sampling.pdf 
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Appendix B: USGS Groundwater Sampling Field Sheet 
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Appendix C: USGS Borehole Geophysics Field Sheets 
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Appendix D: USGS Passive Sampling Field Sheet 
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